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Introduction 


Satellite technology has .brought about a revolution in 
thes diusitributwi onsof stele vailsion) services... Dilstance- 
INSenSuGlvesss ave Wiles Canmbranp additional, services 
tomtnesinderser vedo amprovenstheyquald ty. of 
transmission, and contribute to meeting viewers' 
apparently insatiable demand for increased choice of 
programming. One successful application of satellite 
technology to broadcasting is the birth and growth of 
"superstations". 


Superstations have become an increasingly popular 
service in the United States, with the Atlanta, New 
Jersey and Chicago stations capturing 5% of total 
televirsmoneva ewerushtp gacross sthe country... 4.U.S:. 
superstations' programming is characterized by an 
emphasis on movies, sports and syndicated re-runs, as 
well as a continued Strong identification with the 


originating city in news and advertising. 


TiC 5 aeox DemVenGe., bMS not adireatlyaappli cable sto 
Canada, but highly similar consumer viewing patterns 


and U.S. signal spillover need to be considered. 


Ontario commissioned a Nielsen special analysis of the 
penetration wLreU-s. SUperstations into Canada during 
1983. The analysis showed that the three U.S. 
Superstations had an average quarter hour viewing 
audience of 24,000 during the "superstation prime 
Dune uM OUlGmOtees eC O mU0e Ds ts | Wii besithius: bse a 
relatively small number of viewers, it is astonishing 
when one considers that these stations would have only 
beenwavai lable to the then estimated 30,000 satellite 


d@Pshmounels wit -Ganaga. 
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As a result of this research, Ontario recommended to 
the Commission, in its January 4, 1984 submission on 
NewespecialCyeSel Vices. mtiatalt authori zesthe 
introduction of Canadian superstations. This 
recommendation was predicated on the following 
benefits: 


o increased choice for viewers, including more 


Canadian choice 


o Canadian broadcasters would be able to compete 


fairly with U.S. superstations 


o French-language services across Canada could be 


increased through a French-language superstation 


Ontario welcomes the opportunity to discuss this issue 
more fully, in’ response to CRTC notices 1984-13 and 
1984-68, regarding cable carriage and re-broadcasting 
of distant Canadian signals. Throughout this paper, 
the term "'superstation" is used interchangeably with 
"distant signal". 


1a 


Ontartousmeeol icy e,0b) eGuives 


In assessing any policy proposal in the communications 


field, Ontario is guided by three key objectives: 


ensuring consumer access to a reasonable choice of 


services at fair prices; 


promoting efficient and effective communications 


networks; and 


contributing to economic growth through stimulation 


of communications industries 


Ontario believes that the distribution of distant 


broadcast signals will help satisfy each of these 


ObjIeCeCUlVesS mmo DeECIit cally. distant.sionalsewi ll: 


O 


increase the choice of programming to viewers; 


enhance the development and utilization of Canada's 


broadcasting, cable and satellite networks; and 


contribute to economic growth through exploiting 
both new advertising sources and new technologies, 


and boosting the Canadian production industry. 
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Ontario recognizes that this advancement in the 
broadcasting system will require some change in many 
elements of the system. . The roles of local 
broadcasters, networks, independents, cable companies 
and» aagVeEEtIVsersawll I tallehavertotadjust~.. Ontario 
believes that this change can be harnessed to the 
benefit of consumers and industry alike, if both the 
industry and the regulator respond in a forward- 


looking and creative manner. 
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III Objectives of the Broadcasting Act 


In addition to addressing Ontario's policy objectives, 


the; Introduction gofiidistant sienals “is consistent with 


Lhemreduiuncmemessotetnesbroadcasting Act. Specific 
attention should be paid to the following sections: 


AS, ee 


(b) 


(c) 


(d) 


the Canadian broadcasting system should be 
effectively owned and controlled by Canadians 
so as to safeguard, enrich and strengthen the 
Ciiltunalse political esocialirandieconomic 


fabric of Canada; 


alii@pensonss lilcensedito carry oniibrodd- 
casting undertakings have a responsibility for 
programs ihevyabroadcastmbuc the right to 
freedom of expression and the right of persons 
to receive programs, subject only to generally 
applicable statutes and regulations, is 
unquestioned; 


the programming provided by the Canadian 
broadcasting system should be varied and 
comprehensive and should provide reasonable, 
balanced opportunity for the expression of 
it aetin ge vVewSmOnaldt velour: oDUDLL eC GOnce ri, 
and the programming provided by each 
broadcaster should be of high standard, using 
predominantly Canadian creative and other 


resources; and 
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(j) the regulation and supervision of the Canadian 
broadcasting system should be flexible and 
readily adaptable to scientific and technical 
advances." 


In Ontario's view, distant Canadian signals should 
repatriate viewers from both cable-carried and 
satellite-delivered American services by offering 
popular Canadian services that are owned and operated 
by Canadians using predominately Canadian resources. 
In addition, the right of Canadians to receive 
programs will be recognized if Canadian services are 
permitted to compete freely and if the regulatory 
system adapts to the technological change that enables 
Stations to be distributed nationally. 
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IV 


Issues 


The introduction of distant signal redistribution in 
Canada raises a number of key issues which are 
analyzed in the following sections: 

O increased viewer choice 

fe) methods of distribution 

0) changing technology 

0) keeping the broadcasting system Canadian 

fe) impact on local broadcasters 

In addition, the following issues regarding the 
regulatory response to distant signals are discussed: 
O local commitments of superstations 

O cable carhoiage priorities 

fe) restrictions on advertising revenues 

O should a public hearing be held? 


O non-advertiser supported services 


O distant radio signals 
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Increased Viewer Choice 


AieiucancalteOletiiSaisslcm Sathieskeveqiestilon: | ewitll 
distant signals really increase viewer choice of 
programming? While some nave concluded that increased 
channel choice does not mean increased program choice, 
or that there will be very little new programming 
introduced into distant markets, Ontario's research 
indicates otherwise. Ontario examined a medium-sized 
market which is currently licensed for only CBC and 
CTV service, and where the American '"'3+1"' are carried 
on cable. Looking at the March 1984 program schedules 
for the CBC and CTV services, as well as the schedules 
for two independent, potential distant signals, we 
found the following: 


Total programming of ZlZehours sper week 
independents 

Duplicated off-air programming 12 1/2 hours per week 
Duplicated sU-5 station 56 1/2 hours: per week 
programming 

Unduplicated programming 14S enOULSs Denaweek 


(of which 125 hours 


aneweanaqaiam) 


Piisee xan lesOm Chest nCroducweLoneo GeLwomuustant 
Signals into a medium-sized Ontario market, means that 
143 hours of new, unduplicated programming would be 
available to viewers, 125 hours of which would be 
Canadian programming. While some of this would be 
local programming from the originating communities of 
the distant signals, both this and the additional 


general interest programming would mean a significant 


increase. in choice. 
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Ontario also looked at this sample market to determine 
what potential negative impacts there might be on 
consumers. Specifically, Ontario examined the likely 
impact which distant signals on cable might have on 
the non-cabled household with GESpectelOwlosssot 
programming. Theoretically, in this sample market, 
P32 e0tenouseholdsmcouldmlosesaccess to up to 12 1/2 
hours of programming per week, if the distant signal 
was not re-broadcast locally. This might result from 
the distant signal buying exclusive rights to the 
programming which is currently bought by both the 
independent and affiliates for their respective local 
markets. 


Since distant signals will result in increased viewer 


choice, and especially increased Canadian choice, 


Ontario recommends that the Commission permit 
drs tiaLDuvLLOne@OL Canadlan: distant Signals. 


Methods of Distribution 


The most obvious method of distributing distant 
Signals is satellite-to-cable transmission... If the 
distantesignalsestation. seeks,asynational audience, this 


is the only practical means. 


Nevertheless, there are two situations where local 
re-broadcasting from satellite or microwave 
transmission might be desirable. The first would be 
to allow non-cabled households in a market to have 
equal access to the distant signal, thereby not 
restricting increased.choice.to, cabled homes. .This 
would only be feasible in relatively large markets, 
due to the cost of the re-broadcasting equipment in 


relation to the incremental increase in audience. 
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The second situation would involve a station which did 
not seek a national audience, but wanted to become a 
divistamisignalnoneay vegionalpbasis.«einwthis icase, 
microwave transmission of the signal to nearby 
re-broadcast transmitters would allow both cabled and 


non-cabled homes to receive it. 


Ontario recognizes that the local re-broadcasting of 
distant signals would pose an additional audience 
fragmentation threat to the local network affiliates. 
Ongaruoebelreves, snowever., that the potential 
increased choice and providing non-cabled homes equal 
access to distant signals, are strong reasons to 


support permitting local re-broadcasting of distant 
Signals. 


Changing Technology 


Technological advances in satellite, cable and 
broadcasting make available many more viewing options 
than ever before. In many senses, technology has 
become a driving force for change, with programming 
unable to satisfy the incredible distribution 
Gapacity.- AS in the field of computers, the danger of 
having the technology outpace the software and 


Leagan aesmOotiiceLse LOseX DLO WG limnm Cer Pall byrex Lots. 


In order for Canadian services to remain competitive, 
we must always be asking how we can use existing 
technology to further the achievement of our 

Die GuiveS mmueuic ebLOadcCasting Act recognizes sthis in 
Caluunper or “thes revulatom Coubes ‘readily adaptable to 
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scientific and technical advances". The National 
Broadcasting Strategy also stresses the importance of 
adapting to changing technology and the need to 


harness it to compete in the current environment. 


Indeed, the Chairman of the Commission in his recent 
speech to the advertising community in Montreal, 
stated: 


"The single most significant effect of 
the new communications technology has 
been an increase in competition, both in 
terms of new players in the industry, 
and in terms of new products and 
services, many of which are unregulated, 
but compete with traditionally regulated 
industries." 


Ontario believes that one of the most important 
questions which the Commission must consider in 
dealing with this issue, is: what will happen if 


dystiiDucrunMwOLeGanadian, S1ONnalSwis*notl authorized 


Canadian viewers will seek out additional choice. If 
viewers do not have an adequate choice of licensed 
Canadian Services, the» Canadian® broadcasting system 
will be by-passed, as the viewer turns to. 
Videocasseules ,-computermevamesseand directs satellite 
and SMATV reception. Programs, primarily American 
programs, will be available directly from U.S. 
SatellicessOr trom wvideo retailers. thussby-passing 


the local broadcaster and cable operator. 
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Canadian broadcasters must be free to compete to meet 
the demand for additional choice, or through 
increasingly available and affordable technology, 
Canadians will look elsewhere. The authorization of 
CanadianediSstanu stynals, will allow Canadian 
broadcasters to compete with U.S. services, while 
contributing to the cultural obectives which the 
Broadcasting Act places on the Canadian broadcasting 
system. 


Keeping the Broadcasting System Canadian 


While recognizing that the introduction of distant 
Signals will adversely impact on some other Canadian 
licensees, Ontario believes that this is a necessary 
step to keep the broadcasting system in Canada 


"primarily Canadian". 


If the Commission allows Canadian broadcasters to 
compete more effectively with American services, it is 
likely that consumer demand for increased choice can 
bemictweEdiebeds Lepatula lly stnrough: the=Canadi an 
broadcasting system. The attractiveness of cable 
service will remain strong. Canada's satellite 
NeUwOLKeWi SOc ULL bi zeammore, Luly sand Hence more 
efficiently. Advertising revenues in Canada, which 
pemcUmcc UL yeldl teOte ChOSemiN it iesU.o.,60N doper 

Ga pitas vdstonmwi ll aeluke by sbeminchcased ,mpantlaluy ato 
Meet, che imcreasing Costs tor programming, but 
partially due to increased availability of markets 
PrrOuCNesaceulice, Gelivery. int reased advertising 
revenues could be used to sponsor more attractive and 


competitive Canadian program production. 
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Alternatively, maintaining the status quo, may keep 
the Canadian broadcasting system "primarily Canadian" 
for a time. However, eventually, it may mean a 
Canadian broadcasting system that is by-passed and not 
watched, to the point where publicly-supported 
Canadian programming and commercially-supported 


Canadian news and sports are all that will be left. 


Impact on Local Broadcasters 


Ontario: shares the concern that distribution of 
distant signals will cause further audience 
fragmentation, and may be a particular threat to local 
CBC and CTV affiliates in small and medium-sized 


markets. 


Ontario believes, however, that this issue should not 
be examined in isolation from all of the other events 
in the broadcasting environment which necessitate 
change and adjustment. For example, CBC network 
programming changes may make it increasingly difficult 
for affiliates to attract large audiences and remain 
COMMeGohAdsl Vai 1 abl Cuan Needs rectaampactwoLsantroducing 
distant signals should not be confused with 
potentially negative business impacts from these other 


Forces. 


AlSopmass previously stated,.af Canadiansdistant 
Signals are not allowed to pose a competitive threat 
to local broadcasters, other forms of home 


entertainment or foreign signal services will. 
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Second, the main audience fragmentation has already 
occurred with the introduction of the American "3+1" 
into distant markets. Introducing additional Canadian 
Signals into markets who already have at least six or 
seven signals is not likely to radically alter market 


snares. 


Titi dieltee cies oOcCalsechamac ten sof tbroadcast ing «isa 
concern, distant signals may well help to further 
differentiate the local station by necessitating a 


shift towards more local programming. 


Fourth, local broadcasters are concerned that they may 
not be able to purchase popular U.S. and Canadian 
programming, if distant signals, which also carry that 


programming, enter their markets. 


Ontario's research indicates that there is very little 
duplicated programming between potential distant 
Signals and local stations (in the sample market we 
studied, only 12 1/2 hours per week, 2 hours of which 
were Canadian). Local affiliates can work through 
their networks to compete against distant signal 
independéntsyeor even tband|' together, outside the 
nHetworkes buuctune pbO tb id foranightsmtoapanticular 


programs. 


FinaulyeeOntantoa beluevessthataresulatoryarestrictions 
on local broadcasters should be relaxed if their 


Viability ers threatened: imrortexample, (Canadian 
content requirementsscouldsbe adjusted, ;orispecific 
details of the promise of performance could be 

Leta .clamesn Geregulavory ainerethan protectionist 
response is called for in this situation, 1f local 


broadcasters are to remain competitive. 
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Local Commitments of Superstations 


The concern has been raised that superstations might 
neglect their local audiences and commitments if they 


are seeking larger national audiences. 


The U.S. experience has shown that, at least in the 
early stages, superstations maintain strong ties with 
CierreloCal Marke useroletwo reasons. First. #Local 
advertising remains their "bread and butter", since 
they are a relatively small player in national 
advertising. Second, strong identification with local 
audiences provides a unique character to the 

stations. While the movies/sports/re-runs format also 
provides a ditfrerentiated identity , the three major 
UpocessUpeusitat hols ecantryeslocal news, “sports and public 


affairs programming. 


Pomediada,esl t Will ibe natural “for distant signal 
stations to adjust their programming over time to find 
Greer mirche sin tie national market. * ¥it “1s "expected, 
NOWeVere tae tin tne snore term, they wil lo notetamper 
with programming and scheduling which has been 


effective in their local markets. Nevertheless, 


Ontario recommends that in licensing broadcas tems «Lor 
distant signal transmission, they should be required 


COsMatdLeain Local cCOMmMmPrtmMents in tnerr promises Of 
performance. This measure should ensure that 


Sues tat rons CONLINUG = tOeserve their local *markets-. 
It should also help to differentiate their programming 
frome citateror “local “broadcasters in distant markets. 


and thereby reduce the fragmentation threat. 
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Cable Carriage Priority for Distant Signals 


The Commission's public notice requests comments on 
thet carriages priority or tiering Ofadistantesienals: 
ise ssuecawi Lisbesexceedinglye complex, particularly 
if several stations choose to seek distant signal 
status. 


OntanLou1 Ss Currently reviewing and) conducting research 
into the composition of the basic and subsequent cable 
tiers, and believes that the changing environment may 
welisrequines changes Goyexistiang policies: and) cable 
Carriage priorities. 


However, at this time, Ontario believes that cable 
carriage priorities should not change. The potential 
exists for consumers to have to pay more than they do 
at present for the same services, if one or more of 
TiemUrmon worl 'icare bumped by afCanadiaan distantssignal 
ontoma siscretionary, tiers, Regardless) of. carriage 
priority regulations, at least the following 


fundamental principle should be upheld: subscribers 


should not have to pay additional fees for services 
theven| Gead yarecenwer 


Inj any case ,) where,.cable»capacity, in small communities 
Dermaicsnes andano,bulipings, Ofeother priority! servicessis 


Necessary da stante sionals) should, bes carriedyon cable 
basic. Since distant signals would be advertiser- 
Supported, and should reach the largest possible 


audmence solachievesdthe.tiincreased choice'’ objective, 


Cis alims telalseoiould bescarnied.on cavlesconverter — 


Dos toeewheheenOscapaci ty onmthe Cablesbasicatier 
exists. “Placing distant signals on a discretionary 
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tier would reduce potential audience reach, thereby 
reducing advertising revenues, and would likely mean 
that the financial viability of satellite distribution 


of the signal would be undermined. 


Restrictions on Advertising Revenues 


The Commission's public notice asks for views on 
whether any restrictions should be placed on the 
sources or nature of advertising on distant signals. 
Ontario recognizes the potential threat to national 
advertising revenues for local broadcasters, if 
advertisers begin "buying markets" through a distant 
SUend wLatnieretnanatnrouchethes loca lhaftaidaater 
Nevertheless, Ontario believes that there are 
additional sources of advertising revenues to be 
exploited and that the local affiliates will remain 
strong competitors for national advertising in their 


markets. 


Ontantoed |SOmrecGOCnizesathesd it bicuhtyeinederimning 
local Mande waehonal Veadver tLsing, Hand §thateinenmeased 
national advertising revenue is the basis for a 
UuoddCastemet oO. UECOMe ma a dis Gant esion als It is 


therefore suggested that.no suchiinestriction should be 


placed on the nature of advertising permitted. 
Ontario, does, however, recommend that superstations 
be restricted from soliciting advertising from 


sources in distant markets. 
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Carres ponding Lyowanyerestrictilom on the alring of 
commercials originated on the distant signal would 
negate any incentive for national satellite 


transmission. Ontario, therefore, recommends that 


program substitution or commercial deletion should not 
DeecOnsldereduwrtiienespectetoucableecarniazesot 


distant Canadian signals. 


Should a Public Hearing Be Held? 


Ontario was pleased with the responsive and decisive 
nature of the Commission's public notices respecting 
discal tesr edt see OUTMSUDMISS One Onv specialty) ScLrvices 
Certainly presseus for tintroducings Canadian 
Ssuperstations without delay, and with a minimum of 


Pantrares 


However, introducing distant signals is a major policy 


Silt romeacine Commis Sion. s 1189 /Qideca sion. If some 


Wroadgasters or yothermeunte pes ted panties: havesrecason 
too belmeve that this ‘policy changeiwill have an) undue 
On UNtalry Negative simpact: oni ithear services ormethe 

broadcasting system, then a policy hearing should be 


held. Ontario would be pleased to share its research 
Pindungs -andepart belrpate fin ethe hearinoes « Ontamloydoes 
not velieve tthat individual *hearings for .speciiic 
markets should be held, unless the concern is 
ExXiucsso ump yeOnlywaatewulocal sbroadeasters across ‘the 
COUN CEVesm Ne mpublic expense, the time lag, and the 
repetition of facts and issues would negate any 
Denetilesetialt asseries of hearings in markets all 


across. the country might accrue. 
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Non-Advertiser Supported Services 


Non-advertiser supported broadcast services such as 
TVOntario and other educational broadcasters require 
special consideration with respect to this issue. The 
basis for advertiser-supported broadcasters to absorb 
the cost of satellite transmission is the increased 
advertising revenue derived from extended audience 
beach selAny eaddi tlionaleniephts sor exclusivity "costs 
would be offset in the same way. 


Educational broadcasters such as TVOntario (TVO), 
however, are carried on satellite to ensure 
Deneerat lOnecveneiacne mostm@yremotemparts: of ithe 
province which they jane licensed to serve. Since 
TVO's signal can be picked up by cable companies or 
individuals outside of Ontario, and re-distributed, 
DuOCbaliawup nts BCOSts wave ithe inpotential to mncrease 
UNG Vas DINCE VIVO SS enot fadvertiser-suppomtedy it has 
no meansjol offsetting such increased costs.’) Carriage 
of TVO by cable companies outside of the Province of 
Ontario should only be allowed by the Commission if 
some contractual agreement exists between TVO and the 
cable company or other province. Ontario, LHeEreLoOLe. 
Peconmmenace cual mL Ole Clespurposes of this public 
notice, non-advertiser supported broadcast services 
should not be considered distant signals. 
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What About Distant Radio Signals? 


WihilemrubliceaNot recemloOkd-lS5edoes snot distinguish 
between distant television anderadio ts1enalsyionecab Ler, 
Ontario believes that the Commission should deal with 
them separately. The issue of potential fragmentation 
of the local broadcaster's audience is common to both, 
but other issues and implications will be peculiar to 
each medium. 


For example, most television viewing occurs through 
cable reception, while the bulk of radio listening 
occurs off-air, in automobiles as well as homes. The 
relatively low listenership on cable FM band makes 
distant radio signals a somewhat less urgent issue to 
deal with. It is Ontario's perception that many radio 
stations in small markets are financially more fragile 


thanethieir gteleviston. industry counterparts ;2and sthat 


more research is required before removing further 


hesthreuionswonsdistantwradio Signals is 7Ontanio would 
be pleased to participate in that research and to 


SpedMatugtnhcmatQethisStissueyat la publicyhearing. 
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Summary of Recommendations 


in response Co the issues raised by the Commission and 
other parties in response to CRTC Public Notices 
O84 —loeandelIS4-O8 “sarespectiungudistrioution of 


distant signals, Ontario recommends that: 


1. THE COMMISSION SHOULD PERMIT CABLE CARRIAGE AND 
RE-BROADCASTING OF CANADIAN DISTANT SIGNALS. 


2. REGULATORY RESTRICTIONS ON LOCAL BROADCASTERS 
SHOULD BE RELAXED IF THEIR VIABILITY IS THREATENED. 


3. IN LICENSING BROADCASTERS FOR DISTANT SIGNAL 
TRANSMISSION, THEY SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN 
LOCAL COMMITMENTS IN THEEFR PROMISES OF PERFORMANCE. 


4. CABLE CARRIAGE PRIORITIES SHOULD NOT CHANGE AT 
THIS TIME. SUBSCRIBERS SHOULD NOT HAVE TO PAY 
ADDITIONAL FEES FOR SERVICES THEY ALREADY RECEIVE. 


So NER EeCADLEMCAPACT TY iPERMETS, DISTAN ESS LGNALS 
SHOULD BE CARRIED ON CABLE BASIC. DISTANT SIGNALS 
SHOULD BE CARRIED ON CABLE CONVERTER-BASIC, WHERE 
NOSCAPACITY ONS IHE BASIC CABLE TIER EXISTS: 


Open OS REolR i GLLONTSHOULD BESPLACED ON, THE NATURESOF 
ADV Eten loING PERMULTEDS EXCEPT eTHATSDISTANI SIGNALS 
SHOULD BE RESTRICTED FROM SOLICITING ADVERTISING 
FROM SOURCES IN DISTANT MARKETS. 
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10. 


PROGRAM SUBSTITUTION OR COMMERCIAL DELETION SHOULD 
NOT BE CONSIDERED WITH RESPECT TO CABLE CARRIAGE 
OF DISTANT CANADIAN SIGNALS. 


IF SOME BROADCASTERS OR OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES 
HAVE REASON TO BELIEVE THAT THIS POLICY CHANGE 
WILL HAVE AN UNDUE OR UNFAIR NEGATIVE IMPACT ON 
THEIR SERVICES OR THE BROADCASTING SYSTEM, THEN A 
POLICY HEARING SHOULD BE HELD. 


FORTIES PURPOSEOmOr eH LomPUBE LT GaNOTLGES 


NON-ADVERTISER SUPPORTED BROADCAST SERVICES SHOULD 
NOT BE CONSIDERED DISTANT SIGNALS. 


MORE RESEARCH IS REQUIRED BEFORE FURTHER REMOVING 
RESTRICTIONS ON DISTANT RADIO SIGNALS. 
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